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m the modem world, especially, the sense that peace IS natural and war an aberratron 
has led to a farlure m peacetrme to consrder the possrbrlrt> of another war, which, m 
turn. has prevented the efforts needed to presene peace 

Donald Kagan 
I On the Ongm of War and the Preservatron qf Peace 

Introduction 

In the early 197Os, amidst a world order predominantly defined by the Cold War 

relatronship between the US and the Soviet Umon, both nations agreed that then- strategrc 

security would be best served by deterrence based on mutual vulnerability to nuclear balhstrc 

mrssrle attack Thus, Mutual Assured Destruction (MAD) became the prevarlmg strategic 

arrangement -- a long-term, ultra-htgh stakes US-Sovret standoff backed by massive nuclear 

arsenals land sealed by the 1972 Anti-Balhsttc Missile (ABM) Treaty, more aptly thought of as 

/ 
an anti-ABM treaty The fact that the Cold War never became hot may suggest that MAD was 

nght for; the time, but the post-Cold War strategic setting has made the 1972 ABM Treaty a relic 

that IS no longer valid In fact, contmued adherence to the treaty, based as rt is on the Cold War 

mmd set that strategic deterrence and strategrc defense are mutually exclusrve, IS progressrvely 

underrmmng the security of the US which the treaty was orrgmally intended to preserve To 

remedy thrs, the US must do nothmg less than press ahead wrth the development and 

deployment of a hmtted national ABM capabrhty and, accordmgly, seek to srgmficantly modtfy 

the 1972 ABM treaty m coqunctron wrth Russia to a&eve a strategrc deterrence-defense mix 

that 1s essential for today’s world context 

Thrs analysis cites the prmciple elements of the Cold War that made the ABlM Treaty a 

viable cornerstone of the strategic arrangement It then examines the post-Cold War factors that 

have qahdated the ABM Treaty m its current form, and proposes an approach for modifjrmg 



&. the treaty so that strategic deterrence u& national missrle defense can be properly accommodated 

as needed for the post-Cold War strategic environment 

Keeping the Cold War Cold 

: Three related elements defined the Cold War 1) the bi-polar US-Soviet tension dnven by 

democratic-capltahst versus Commumst ideological competmon that compelled strategrc secunty 

concerns on both sides, 2) the resulting arms race that mamfested itself m mstoncally large 

standrng conventronal forces and nuclear weapons deployments numbering m the thousands, and 

3) the strategic deterrent effect which the massrve destructive power of the deployed nuclear 

weapons imposed -- an effect which both sides recogmzed and heeded Accordmg to Cold War 

logic, the development and deployment of national defenses to counter strategic nuclear balhstrc 

I ‘.- 
missiles would either fuel the offensive arms race to compensate for the defenses or, worse, 

/ 

would reduce the deterrent effect of these nuclear offensive weapons and thus Increase the 

possibihty of nuclear war This logic drove the paradoxrcal prermse that natronal secunty is 

better assured by having no natronal defense agamst strategrc ballistic m&es Hence, the 1972 

ABM1 Treaty and its subsequent protocols between the US and the former So\rlet Urnon mandate 

I r-- 
the following for both “Parues” ’ 

0 Neither may deploy an ABM system capable of defendmg more than a small region of its 
soveragn terntory from strategic ballistic mrssrle attack 

l Each may deploy ABM interceptors around only one locatron (Moscow for the Soviet 
Umon, the Grand Forks, North Dakota, Intercontmental Balhstrc M.tssile (ICBM) 

I complex for the US), and these locatrons may have no more than one hundred ABM 
mterceptors/launchers each 

t 
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l Neither will develop, test, or deploy ABllii systems or components wlzlch are sea-based, 
an-kbased, space-based, or mobile land-based, that IS, ABlll systems are restncted to fixed, 
laqd-based mterceptor/launcher systems tYlth no reloads 

l Kt$ither urlll incorporate ABM capabilities mto other systems, such as air defense rmsslles 
a&l radars, nor test systems with potential ABM capabllmes m an ABM mode 

l The treaty IS of unhrmted duration with review at five-year intervals 
I 

Now, with the 1972 ABM Treaty still m effect, the US and Russia continue to 

dehberat$ly leave the majority of their territones, includmg major population, industrial, and 

rmhtary centers, defenseless agamst balhstlc rmsslle attack mle ths legacy may have been 
I 

viable diring the Cold War, the post-Cold War strategic environment has made it obsolete and 

unacceptably dangerous for the US 

A Changed World 

I 
A!1 of the definmg elements of the Cold War are now relegated to hstory The Soviet 

Umon h8s dlsmtegrated and the Commumst threat IS dramatlcally receded, the US and Russia 

have ce&ed the arms race and hstonc nuclear and conventional drawdowns are under way on 

both sld&s, and strategic deterrence, while stall a consideration as long as strategc nuclear 

weapons remam deployed, appears slgnrficantly offset by US-Russian cooperation m arms 

reductlqns and in regonal confkct mterventlon such as in Bosma 

$ut there are other definmg elements that constitute the darker side of the post-Cold War 

world Russia’s future 1s uncertam since internal politlcal and economtc turbulence, growing 

organ&d crime, and the potential resurgence of Communist leadership leaves the 

mstltutlonahzatlon of democracy and free-market capltahsm m question Contributmg to ths 

uncertainty IS the concern that Russia’s operatlonal control over its strategic nuclear weapons has 
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dnntmshed in the throes of mrhtary reductions and reorgamzattons Thrs rarses the plauabrhty of 

an “acctdental launch “2 China, too, is on an uncertain path with internal pohtrcal tensions and 

external srgns of becommg a regronal, rf not world, aggressor as ewdenced by its ongoing mrlitary 
/ 
/ 

build-up, its hard-line approach toward Taiwan, and its occupatron of parts of the Spratly 

Islands 3 /In other parts of the world, latent regonal confhcts, once subordmated to the Cold War 
/ 

US-Sovret super power relatronshtp, have now come to the forefront of the worlds agenda And 

I 
these colzfltcts mcreasmgly mvtte direct US involvement for the sake of national interests or 

humamtanan purposes as m the Gulf War, Somaha, and Bosnia Add to thrs the continurng 

prohferatron of Weapons of Mass Destructron (WMD) -- nuclear, chermcal, and brological-- / 

along wiih balhstic rmssrle technolo,T and hardware m the hands of state leaders who oppose US 

interests, and a new strategic threat emerges which the ABM Treaty was never intended to 

address I 

In his Apnl 1996 report on prohferatron, Secretary of Defense W&am Perry describes 

the spread of WMD and balhstrc rmssrles m terms of a global threat, cmng Iraq’s use of SCUD 

missrles in the 1991 Gulf War as a “wake-up call “’ Despite some remarkable achrevements m 

non-prolrferatron, most notably the Non-Proliferation Treaty, preventing the spread of WMD / 

has proven to be a dauntmg task China and North Korea are among the leading purveyors m the 

WMD and balhstrc missile prohferatron busmess Addrtronally, the former Soviet Union has 

become, a major source for technology, expertise, and materials About 1,000 Russian nuclear 

spectahsts are now workmg for “prohferatmg” states, and there 1s growmg concern that Russian 

orgamzied cnme wrll acqutre and deal m fissile matenal About thirty krlograms, enough for two or 

three bombs, are already listed m Russia as stolen 5 
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Some mtelhgence estimates put the number of countnes acttvely seekmg WMD and 

I 
ballistic mrssrle capabthtres at more than twenty Headmg thrs list are countnes of most concern 

to the US] the “rogue states” that threaten regional stabilmes Iran, Iraq, North Korea, and Libya 6 

All four of these countnes have well known nuclear asprratrons, and although the Iraq1 and North 

Korean nuclear programs appear to be abated for now by the Gulf War sanctrons and 

nonprohferatron bargaming (nuclear power for nuclear weapons) respectively, both countnes 
I 

have mdigenous chenucal and brological capabrlitres close at hand 7 Iran’s nuclear program, on the 

other hand, 1s described by the Clinton admrmstratlon as a “crash effort,” and Libya contmues to 

gamer techmcal expertise and matenals to bolster its nuclear program ’ 

These four countries also have mdrgenous balhstrc missile productron facrhtres and seek to 
I 

develop ever greater range capabrlitres whrch are now mostly hmrted to tactrcal, not strategic 
I 

(mtercontmental), drstances To redress the current tactrcal m&e threat, the US appears to have 

heard Iraq’s wake-up call and has stepped up Its efforts to develop and deploy Tactical Mrssrle 
I 

Defenses (TMD), but at the same time, has left national defense agamst strategic mrssile attack 

hobbled by the ABM Treaty ’ Whrle the US TMD effort 1s clearly needed, the US vrew toward 

national rnrssrle defense IS dangerously myoprc Indeed, the strategrc ballistic mtssrle threat is 

growmg In addrtron to Russia’s and China’s strategrc missile capabrhttles, North Korea has in 
1 

development a ballistrc missile, the “Taepo Dong 2,” that may a&eve ranges beyond 2,000 miles 

-- far enough to threaten Hawarr and parts of Alaska -- by the year 2005 lo 
I 

Chma has had Intercontmental Balhstrc Mrsdes (ICBMs), designated the “CSS-4,” since 

the late 1970s The sole motrvation for developmg and deploying these mrssrles was to have a 

capabrhty of attacking targets throughout the US along wrth the Panama Canal (to preclude the 
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US from remforcmg the Pacific fleet m the event of a confhct with Chma) l1 What’s more, Chma 

has stepped up Improvement and deployment of these missiles The CSS-4A has better 

rehabrhty, accuracy and range (up to 13,OOC kilometers) than the CSS-4 l2 In 1992, China had 

operatronally deployed only two of these mrsales Since then, they have mcreased this number 

to seventeen and have probably produced another ten to fifteen CSS-4As I3 The numbers are stall 
I 

small relative to the US and Russian mventones, but the trend IS clear Addrtionally, Chma 1s 

developing new ICBMs and Submanne Launched Ballrsttc msslles (SLBMs), and IS probably 

perfectuig hrgher yreld nuclear warheads for deployment on these new delivery systems ” 

Since becommg a nuclear power m 1964, Chma has consistently declared a “no first use” 
/ 

policy and has asserted that its nuclear weapons are for self-defense only l5 Does thrs mean 

I 
Chma til not resort to nuclear coercion’ Apparently not smce m January of this year, a Chinese 

official Implied that US rmhtary mterventron m support of Tarwan’s bid for mdependence might 

incur a Chmese nuclear m&e attack against Los Angeles l6 Such belhcose pronouncements 

might seem to have little substance smce they appear to ignore the deterrent effect of US 

retahato~ry capabihtres But m the post-Cold War context, deterrence probably doesn’t carry the 

same assurance it did when only the CS and the Sovret Union were mvolved 
I 

Whence Deterrence? 

Srmply put, deterrence IS makmg an adversary afraid to assault us by causmg the 

adversary to decrde that the consequences of the resulting retahatron would be more costly than 
I 

any possible gam the assault nnght achieve And there’s the tnck -- deterrence depends on the 

adversary’s perceptzun of a credible deterrent based on our wrll and capability to retaliate During 

the Cold War, that perception for both the US and the Sovret Lmon appeared to be stable based 
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on a mutual understanding and acceptance of the other srde’s willmgness and capabihty to mfhct I 

overwhel!mmgly hrgh costs m retahatron for a strategic assault 
1 

Can we depend on deterrence in today’s world? To an extent, yes, but depending on It to 

the extent we did dunng the Cold War runs the nsk of assuming too much After Chma made its 
I 

thmly veiled threat about attackmg Los Angeles, Chmese officrals followed up wrth a direct 

challenge to US deterrence thmkmg by stating to a US delegate that Chma “would sacnfice I 

mtlhons of men and entire ctties to assure the unity of China ‘* These officials then “opmed that 

the Cnited States would not make comparable sacnfices “17 
I 
I 

The Persian Gulf War also provides an object lesson Faced wtth the posstbrhty of Iraq1 
I I 

use of chermcal and brological weapons in the theater of operations, Presrdent Bush warned 

Saddam ‘Hussein m a letter, ” the Umted States will not tolerate the use of chemical or brologrcal 
I 

weapons or the akstmct~on of Kwalt’s orlfields and mstallatzons You and your country wrll 

pay a te+rble pnce if you order unconscionable acts of tms sort “lS(emphasrs added) Did 
I 

deterrence work against Iraq? It appears so m the case of Iraq not usmg chemrcal or btologtcal 

weapons as was seemmgly corroborated by Iraqi officials m 1995 lg But deterrence filed to keep 

Iraq fi‘om settmg aflame hundreds of Kuwart’s oil wells, destroying many other oil mstallatrons, 
I 

and commrttmg other “unconscionable acts” such as the huge 011 spill m the Persran Gulf, all wrth 

its masswe resource waste and envrronmental damage Thrs 1s a classrc case of the adversary 

deciding where to draw the line on deterrence 
/ 
Thomas Schelhng, of deterrence theory fame, points out that mtematronal relations 

mvolving deterrence usually become matters of “competmon m nsk takmg, characterized not so 

much by tests of force as by tests of nerve “‘O Iraq callmg the US bluff about destroymg Kuwam 
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011 fields and Chma threatenmg Los Angeles are late examples Schelhng goes on to point out that 

competition m nsk takmg -- brinkmanship -- can get out of hand and result m a falure of 
I 

deterrence which could lead to an actual outbreak of war, albeit, unnecessanly 21 Thus possrbthty 

has a deterrent effect of its own, but the potential for deterrence to fad IS always present and 

srgmficantly increased when mrsperceptlons, mtsunderstandmgs, and rmscommumcatrons come 
I 

nit0 play 
I 

Today’s world holds a wide vanety of known and potential opponents to US interests 

Each of these opponents comes with a different set of goals, pohtrcal mterests, values, cultural 

norms, &d levels of desperatton, and each wrll become more wilhng, m varying degrees, to push 

the combetmon of risk as they gam WMD and missile capabllmes Under these circumstances, 
I 

the likelihood of rmsperceptrons, misunderstandmgs, and rmscommumcattons is, mdeed, greatly 
I 

increased over the br-polar arrangement of the Cold War In sum, because of the number and 

I 
variety of armed players m the world‘s “competrtron of risk takmg,” deterrence Isn’t what it used 

I 
to be ’ 

Does thrs mean that deterrence IS dead? Certainly not There is still a need to extend the I I 

nuclear ideterrent umbrella over the US and many of its allies, most notably, NATO, Japan and 

South Korea Deterrence can still work m many srtuations and remams an essential element of the 
I 

US strategic posture But the US can no longer expect deterrence by itself to adequately 
I 

compensate for Its vulnerability to strategrc mrssrle attack -- a vulnerabrhty held wade-open by 

the 1972 ABM Treaty 



Drllman 9 

The Attractiveness of Our Vulnerability 

The axiom that “great natrons compete” has an evident corollary small nations compete 

too, and they want to be competmve wtth great nations When a great nation hke the US has a 

strategrc vulnerabrhty known throughout the world, lesser powers opposed to any aspect of the 

US wrll naturally seek the means to exploit that vulnerabrhty m the hopes of exerting leverage 

which otherwrse would not be possible From this perspective, rt is little wonder that the 
I 

prohferation of WMD and balhstrc mrssrle expertise, technology, and matenal is a daunting and 

ever-acceleratmg problem Regional security issues motivate much of the prohferatron, but, flatly 

stated, the ABM Treaty, by preservmg the US vulnerabrhty to strategrc balhstrc mrssrle attack, 

is certamly contrrbuting to prohferatron as well 

Ironically, ABM Treaty proponents argue that moditjrlng the treaty to allow greater 
1 

natronallbalhsttc missile defenses would be tantamount to “writmg off’ the non-proliferation 

efforts as if keeping the treaty m its current form wrll contribute to non-prohferatron 22 In the 
I 

rmdst of the Cold War, the promulgation of the ABM Treaty m 1972 dtd nothmg to cm-tar1 the 
1 I 

arms race whrch contmued rts upward spiral In the same sense, the treaty contnbutes nothmg 
I 

positive; to post-Cold War non-prohferatron efforts and only encourages rogue state aspirations I 

for the abthty to strike the US Alternatively, a national defense agamst strategic m&es, m 

addrtion to the TMD capabrhty m development, would reduce the US vulnerabrhty by rendermg 

balhstrc’ nussrle attacks less likely to succeed, and thus, would make pursurt of ballistrc missile 

capabrlmes less attractive A national balhstic mrssrle defense, therefore, would bolster, not end, 

non-prohferatron efforts But to bolster non-prohferatron, a national balhstrc mrssrle defense 

capabihty must precede the threat (such as is emergmg in North Korea), not follow It Trying to 
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deploy a national ballistic missile defense capability after a rogue state has acquired an ICBM 

capablhty will put that state m a “use-or-lose” situation that will only encourage ICBM use 

Addntonally, a national balhstrc nusstle defense capability would bolster the deterrence calculus 

Whereas now the US can only say, “If you hit me, I’ll lut you back,” a national balhstrc missile 

defense would change tlus to “If you hit me, it probably won’t be very effective, and I still have 

the capabthty to hrt you back ” 

The Current Strategic Context 

With the above observations 111 mmd, the US is faced with a world strategic context 

defined hy the following factors 

l The Cold War IS over but Russra 1s unstable and still m possession of a large nuclear 
arsenal that It may reduce to 3,500 deployed warheads (same for the US) if START II 1s 
ratified and honored 

l Chma is buldmg up Its m&u-y, includmg its ICBM and SLBM mventories, and showmg 
signs of aggression 

l Desptte great non-prohferation efforts, WMD and ballistic missile proliferation are on the 
ulxwmg, fueled by Russia, Chma, and North Korea, rogue states, most notably, Xorth 
Rorea, are stnvmg to develop ICBM capabihtres 

l The ABM Treaty preserves the US vulnerabthty to strategic rrnsales 

l Deterrence is less rehable due to the mcreasmg number and variety of states with, or 
aspn-mg to get, WMD and ballistic missile capabthties 

l The US will most likely contmue its roles in selected regional conflict resolutions, states 
opposed to the US wtll continue to seek tactical and strategic missile capabthties to 
dissuade the US 

These strategic factors are the real wake-up calls for the US Fortunately, these factors also 

present a wmdow of opportumty for the US With the Cold War over, the arms race reversed, 
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but new Qrreats emergmg, now IS the time for the US to develop and deploy a national balhsttc 

mrssrle defense capabrhty 

But the US should not do so umlaterally since the US-Russian strategrc balance must be 

kept stable And Russia, hke the US, must accept that the world strategic context IS not Just 

about Rusaa and the US anymore The US should confer wrth Russia to determme the best 
/ I 

approach to deploymg strategrc balhstrc resale defenses for both countnes and perhaps, selected 

alhes There are already mdrcattons that thts approach IS arable since, m early 1992, President 

Yeltsin proposed Jomt US-Russian cooperatron m the realm of m&e defense 23 At the tune, 

President Yeltsm ratronahzed that the ABM Treaty prohibited national, not mternatronal, mrssile 

defenses: Be that as it may, rather than srde-steppmg the treaty, a modified ABM Treaty would 

be the ideal vehrcle for defimng and formally documenting the strategic balhstrc mrssrle defense 

architecture, quantity, and deployment tnning These aspects wrll take time to achieve agreement 

on, partrcularly tf other players, allied natrons, Join the discussrons Also, the trme for 
I 

development and deployment must be taken mto account Smce US mtelhgence sources predict 

that the strategx rmssrle threat will stgnrficantly Increase by the year 2005, the wmdow of 

opportumty IS rapidly closmg The US needs to act now 

Par the sake of expedrency -- that is, to get ahead of the emergmg threat -- the 

development of national strategtc mrssile defenses could be a phased approach startmg with 

ground-based ABM interceptors utrlrzing much of the technology already developed for TMD 

Over time, these national defenses could then be evolved mto more effective space-based sensors 

and Interceptor platforms or a mix of ground-based and space-based ABM systems Regarding 

quantny, the nght deterrence-defense mrx should preserve the deterrence attnbutes of the US- 
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Russran nuclear arsenals (at levels commensurate with arms hmrtattons agreements among the 

nuclear powers), and at the same trme, provide reasonable ~mmunrty from hmrted or accidental 

WMD-bzilhstrc rmssrle attack The spectfic number of ABM mterceptors for strategrc mtssrle 
I 

defense would depend on the architecture that would be agreed to and documented m the 

modrfiedl ABM Treaty 
I 
I 1 Conclusion 

The world’s current strategtc context indicates that the US is at a cross-roads One path IS 

to adhere to the Cold War reasomng that strategrc defense and deterrence are mutually exclusive 

and, ther,efore, not pursue strategic defense m accord wrth the 1972 ABM Treaty Unfortunately, 

as new emerging strategic threats come to fruitron, thrs Cold War thmkmg w-14 only put the US 

back mto a snuatron worse than Its Cold War vulnerabthty due to the multiphcrty of opposmg 

actors agamst which deterrence will be questionable By takmg thrs path, the US wrll thus be 
I 

relegated to strategrc paralyses The other path IS to develop and deploy a hmrted defense agamst 
/ 

strategic balhstrc mrssrles adequate to hedge agamst small power strategrc rnrssile capabilities in 

the foreseeable future On this path, the US wtll preserve its strategrc flexrbrhty by precluding 

small-power WMD-mrssile blackmal, and wtll have the option, m conJunction wtth Russia, to 

decrease nuclear weapons quantrtres and increase strategic BMD as deemed appropnate 

accordmg to the future strategrc context Takmg thrs path wrll hkely cost the US brlhons of 

dollars, but the US cannot afford to do otherwise, for strategrc balhstrc mrssile defense ranks lugh 

on the list of “the efforts needed to preserve peace ” 
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